
The third program year began on July 1.2000. and runs through June 30. 2001. The filin~

windov.; for FCC Forms 465 opened on March 30. 2000. and closed on June 7. 2000. As of June
30.2000.840 FCC Forms 465 had been received. USAC estimates that program demand will he
$10.1 million for year 3 1

". which is below the $400 million funding cap set by the FCC .J'

In 1999. The FCC adopted two orders that significantly changed the Universal Sen'ice
support program for rural health care providers. The Fifteenth Order on Reconsideration is mostly
applicable to the third and future funding periods. This order 1) removed the funding cap for
individual telemedicine locations: 2) ended the 1.544 Mbs of bandvv'idth restriction and authorized
support for any commercially available telecommunications service: 3) simplified the application
process by allowing discounts to be based on actual long distance charges instead of basing them
on a comparison of tariffed rates in urban and rural areas: and 4 Yaffirmed the ability of rural health
care providers to join consortia and allowed new members to be added to a consortium at any
time. I" The Fourteenth Order on Reconsideration eliminated the requirement that rural health care
providers receive services from eligible telecommunicationscarriers. I' For more information on the
Universal Service Program for Rural Health Care providers. visit the RHCD Web site:
http://ww\v.rhc .universalservice.or!!.

USAC provides information on funding commitments and all funding authorizations made
during each of the funding periods. ls These files are available at the FCC Website. 10 Table 5.la and
5.1b summarize funding commitments and authorizations on a state-by-state basis. Table 5.la
shows that in the first funding year. $3.398 million was committed. and that $3.375 million was
disbursed. Table 5.1 b shows that as of June 30. :WOO. $5.396 million has been committed. and that

si::e Projeclions & COnTributions Base for the Fourth Quarter 2000. Page 25. USAC
reports that of the 1.243 Forms 465 that have been filed. 1.097 have bee posted. 29 are
under reviev.i. 25 have been denied due to ineligibility. and 92 have been withdrawn.

14 Universal Service Administrative Company Federal Universal Service ProRrams Fund
si::e Projeclions & Contributions Base for the Fourth Quarter 200U Page 26.

15 See 47 C.F.R. § 54.623(a).

16 Fifteenth Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket 96-45 adopted September 30. 1999
and released November 1. 1999.

17 FourteenTh Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket 96-45 adopted September 21. 1999
and released November 3. 1999.

18 Funding authorizations are the penultimate step before payment is actually made.

19 Funding commitments and authorizations for disbursements the first two funding years
are available in the file RHCJune2000.zip. The file is located under the "National
Exchange Carrier Association Data" link at <http://\\o'WW.fcc.gov/ccb/stats>.
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$290.000 had been authorized for disbursement. Table 5.2 shows first funding year disbursements

to rural health care providers in each state. estimated contributions towards those disbursements.
contributions towards administrative expenses for the Rural Health Care Mechanism. and the net
revenue to entities within each state.
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Table 5.la

Rural Health Care Funding Commitments and AuthOrizations for Payment by State

FUI1a'll1g Period Jalllwn' !. /998 rhrough June 30. /999

Program Year Fmalized

Total Commitments Total AuthOrization,

Fund,; to Fund,; AuthOrized for

State Commllleo Pro\ ioers !()r Pa\menl Pnn ioer,;

Alabama $9.199 S9.1'JlJ

Alaska 629.582 3.3 627.981 ".'-
Arizona 302.740 34 302.7411 34

Arkansa,; 13.354 8 13.35-1 8

California 9.982 4 9.982 4

Colorado 59.-171 8 59.471 8

Connecticut 0 0 0 0

Delaware 0 0 0 0

District of Columbia 0 0 0 0

Florida 0 0 () 0

Georgia 0 0 0 0

Ha\\ali 100.823 9 100.823 9

Idaho 21.6-15 5 21.625 5

illinOIS 89.858 12 89.858 12

Indiana 0 0 0 0

10\\ a 69.116 19 69.116 29

Kansas 91.974 10 91.974 10

Kentucky 0 0 0 0

Louisiana 0 0 0 0

Maine 1.150 1 0 0

Maryland 0 0 0 0
Massachusetts 247 I 147 I

Michigan 108.000 1- 208.000 27_I

Minnesota 276.854 46 276.666 46

Mississippi 45.050 9 44.185 II
Missouri 60.959 8 60.120 8

Montana 146.616 31 246.616 31
Nebraska 79.848 II 75.644 8

\e\ada ~8.2'6 h 58.136 6
J'.oew HampshIre 13.558 (, 13.558 6

J'.oe\\ Jersey 0 0 0 0

Ne\\ \lexlC" 122.723 25 121.976 24

Ne\\ York 12-1.386 12 114.181 12

North Carolina 29.679 h 29.679 (,

North Dakota 317.291 29 311.150 29

Ohio 38.389 10 38.389 10
Oklahoma 2U.537 , 10.537 3

Oregon 13.219 -I 13.119 -I
I'ennsyhania 49.1(1-1 2 49.10-1 2

Rhode Island 0 0 0 ()

South Carolina 13.194 I 13.149 I

South Dakota 75.~ 17 17 75.517 17

Tennessee 9.991 :; 9.991 ,
Texas J5.749 15 15.749 15

Utah 29.535 29.535

VernlOnt 4.613 .' 4.613 3

Virgin Islands 7.987 2 2.971 1

Virginia -1-1.902 4 44.902 4

Washington 30.(,59 14 29.449 15

West Virgmia 16.922 5 16.259 4

WisconslIl 14.9-11 8 14.881 8

Wyolllll1g 30.602 3 ,0.602 .,
Totals 53.398.114 481 S3.375.405 468

Source: l 'ni\ersal Sen Ice Administrati\e Company data.
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Table 5.1h

Rural Health Care Fundmg Commitments and Authorizations for Payment b~ State

Fundmg Period Juil' i. 1999 through June 3!1. ;}!I!I(}

:\Ctl\ll~ through June 30. 1000

Total CommItment, Tow! AuthoriZallOlh

tunds to Funds ..\uthorized for

State Committed Providers tor Payment Providers

Alabama $0 0 SO (I

Alaska .u01.(I-t8 99 17-t.032 12

Arizona 28.663 6 13.113 ..
Arkansas 22.531 6 2.167 J

California 85.711 50 25.967 I I

Colorado 11.823 I 0 (I

Connecticut (I (I 0 0

Delaware 0 0 0 0

District of Columbia 0 0 0 0

Florida 0 0 0 0

Georgia (I 0 0 0

Hawaii 86A91 10 0 0

Idaho 17.027 .' 7.220 I

Illinois 0 0 0 0

Indiana 0 0 0 0
Iowa 1.739 , 0 0

Kansas 87.301 60 10A06 7

Kentuck~ 0 0 0 0

Louisiana 0 0 0 0
Maine 0 0 0 0
Maryland 0 0 0 0

Massachusetts 0 0 0 0
\Iichigan -t9.986 6 0 0
Minnesota 109.603 25 6.735 I
Mississippi 7.007 , 0 0
Missouri 16.371 .. 10.097 I
Montana 81.398 18 18.697 5
!'Jebrasb 236.215 l-t 762 I
Ne\ada 0 0 0 0
New Hampshire 18A63 5 0 0
New Jerse~ 0 0 0 0
"e\\ 1',lexico 31.330 7 0 0
i'<e\\ York 0 0 0 (J

I\orth Carolina 68.577 10 827 1
North Dakow 35.782 9 0 0
Ohio 27.527 7 II. 138 2
Oklahoma 9.931 , 2.-156 2
Oregon -1.993 , 0 0
Pennsyh anla 0 () () 0
Rhode Island 0 () (J 0
South Carolina -1.636 I 0 (J

South Dakota 6.333 5 0 0
Tennessce (j (J 0 (j

Texas 35.068 II 5.68-1 7

Utah 0 0 0 0
Venmonl 0 0 0 0
Virginia 0 0 (j (J

Washinglon 9.76-1 :> '11 I.)--

West Virginia 80-1 2 0 0
W isconsll1 6'1 I (j 0
Wyoming () 0 0 (j

Totals S5.396.191 377 S28'.1.623 57

Sourcc L'rll\crsal Sen Ice Adll1ll1islrali\ e <. Oll1pany daw.
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Tabk < 2

t'.et Re\enue trom Rural Health Care \Ieehamsm. b\ State

Fund)n~ Penod JJnu.:Ir\ l'NS throu~h Jun~ ~U. }OQ<J

Prot-:rat:l Y~J.r FInJlll~-:

Contrlbutlons !O\\J.rd, Dlshur5emem;,;

·\dmlnJstrall\t,' t\fk:nse-. Lc's~

State

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansa5

Calliomi2

Colorado

ConnectIcut

Delaware

DlSl of Col umblJ

Flonda

Georgia

Guam

Ha\\air

Idaho

IllinoIS
Indiana

10\\3

I'.ansas

I\.entue"
LOUISiana

Maine

.\1a" land
i\lassac husetts

Michigan

Minnesota

MISSISSIPPI

MlSsoun

."'lantana

Nebrasb

~e\ada

Ne\\ Hampshl re

New Jersc)

1'.e\\ MeXICO

1'.ew York

1'.onh Carolina

:-'<onh Dakota

:-'<onhern Mananas"

OhIO

Oklahoma

Oregon

Penno;;: h aow

Pueno RICO

Rhode Island

South Carohna

South DakotJ

rennessec
Tc\a~

L'lan
Vermont

Virgin lsland"

v',rginlJ

\\:ashmglon

\Vest VIrginia

Wisconsin

\\\omIn.

Totals

Disbursements

(Pa\ments from L1SACI

S919Q

629.582

30~. 7~ll

13.3<-1

9982
<~.-171

n

II

II

U

iJ

100.823

~ 1.045

8Q85S

69.116

91.97-1
(I

u
]5u

II

c08000

276.85-1
-15.050

60.959

1-16.616

79.8-18

58.:;36

13558

o
122.7~3

11-1.386

29.674
317.29'::

(l

38.389

'::0.537

13.219

-1'-1.10-1

o
1319~

75.517
9991'

-1.613

7.987

-14.902

30.6<9

16.922

1-1.9-11

30.602
(I

3.39S.21'-1

ContrlhutlClns !O\\ard,

Dlsbursemc'nt~

(P3\mt'm~W l'S.-\C I

S-I6. 7 <2
837,

6~L:; I ...

27.682
368 (I(),'

oC.D1'~

-I8.1I1 I-l

II'"
1032"

I J.6lHJ

1-19<­

1'1.99 I
h-lOl';

, 1.3'1'

-11.771

-I7.-Illb

15.3~ ;
71.3S I

91.06<

108.88-1

57.0M

62.648
IUl7

21.3-L~

25.81 (l

1'-1.26"

135.50X

cO.iS'
~~8.74'::'

9S9< I

S.-Ih7

-L2~

L~':.2Q:'

36.59h

...llAtlt1

14'::.17~

17.8c 1

13. I~'
-I7.~4X

h-l.S-+l.J

'::26.0'::'::

WI II'

IPJ,\ments t~l t'~·\CI

S-I2.66;
7.h4~

55.0~lj

~.5.~~ 1

33<.81.;

57 .2u I

-I3.8Ub

111.361'

1-I.9UI
19< 19"

96.582

1.300

12.-11 I

13.6-19
IY8.69-

58-10<

28.<98

29.61-1

38.117

-13.160

1-1.009
65.13S

83.100

99.361

5~.075

15.818

57.~15

10.317

19.476

17.578

123.656

18.967

216.9SS

90.~78

-7.727--

3XS

1Ic.51 I

33.395
37.8':;0

129.7-1U

16.c62

12.013

-13.34-1

8.-131

5~.177

'::06.::6'::
21.]()7

8.02-1

U2'-1

86.33U

6<.031

17.-1-1<

51.829

6357

3.IOI.OOl!

Ct1nrnbull0n,

-S'l'.21­
to l.-:'.~:-'<';

1,-';;-

_w I., H'

-21 - i '
-_; 1.2.'\

_40'-'.lllh

7·1812

+'-I~I

-21111'; I

-I ~2.-lll1'

~.I XO
c,,9(1S

-79.8SS

-9l1.6b<

-1S.c III

-13b.< 19

-173.9IX

-2-1-1

16771-1

-9.06U

-5S.Q5~

c1-1.981

39.029

8 S7-1

-~3.'::S3

-259.16-1

82.971

-159.5)0

3010'-lS

-S I"

-1'17-1 ]7

--19.-153

-66.01'7

<~'::'::.81 ()

-3-1.US'
_II 979

-15.32:'

-7.6RO

-108.277

--IU'::.7.'.Q

--IU.O-l'

-X.X31

-11.6'-1"

-150.27-1
-IIQ;r

-21.6~~

-78.023

-13.323

-3.1l! 1.0ll(l'

:--,tJtc "­

Snare or' J:

1,',

(l S' "

],1,"

I,'

1-1"

I"
U.(){l"

() 4°0

()..;o"

-+ 5",
14"(,

I ()""
1.'0

l ..lY r,

o:,U p

~. 10
{l

~.7no

, "-, __ u

0)':0 0

I,gu o
03°0

o flon

0.8°0

0.6°0

'+.0°"
U.6°0

00'"

3b""

1 I""
I.'::lln
~21l

U5°o
O...Jllll

1....J u
o

1qu"

6 7°

() 7°u

1)(1" "

II 6""

IOU.Ooo

'CommItments less ContTlhulions sums to a ncg.atl\ e number hccaus~ 01 adminIstration costs

I State's share of Cllntnbutlons IS based on data from Tahlc =-,3 of .\/111<'-"', -\/lIh' j l'il'nillJlll' J\el'l'III1C olld ( /l1l'.'nul .\<'fllll· /I(fl" (cUTlers mal..~

pa.~ ments mto the fund. \\ hlCh generally pass the char~l's thr{)u~h tp theIr CUSWml:rs The method of dctermlnlng carner contnhullons Intu

Unl\crsal SCf\lce \\as recentl~ changed by the FCC Thesl' ti~ure\ ac.:oun! tor Ihe ract thaI starling in 'No\'cmba \lJ4q carnl'r contributions

me based on interstate rc\cnues, Instead of Jnterstatt.: and IntrasLatl' rc\enw.:-', See j'IIM" SfJ"~~' CC Docket No 46--J5, Rdea\eJ OClObcr;'<;.
1'-19'-1
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6. Subscribershipand Penetration

The number and percentage of households that haw telephone sen'ice represent the most
fundamental measures of the extent of uniwrsal sen·ice. Continuing analysis of tekpholll.'
penetration statistics allows us to examine the aggregate effects of Commission actions 011

households' decisions to maintain. acquire or drop telephone service. This section presenb
comprehensive data on telephone penetration statistics collected by the Bureau of the Census under
contract with the Federal Communications Commission. Along \vith telephone penetration
statistics for the United States and each of the states from November 1983 to March :2000. data are
provided on penetration based on various demographic characteristics. This section also updates
information on telephone penetration by income by state. I This information is designed to help
evaluate the degree of success of making telephone service available to low-income households in
each state.

The most widely used measure of telephone subscribership is the percentage of households
with telephone service. sometimes called a measure of telephone penetration. Prior to the 1980s.
precise measurements of telephone subscribership received little attention. Traditionally. telephone
penetration was measured by dividing the number of residential telephone lines by the number of
households. Measures of penetration based on the number of residential lines. however. became
subject to a large margin of error as more and more households added second telephone lines and
more consumers acquired second homes. By 1980. the traditional penetration measure (residential
lines divided by the number of households) reached 96%. while the number of households
reporting that they had telephones in the 1980 census was 92.9%.

Recognizing the need for more precise periodic measurements of subscribership. the
Commission requested that the Bureau of the Census include questions on telephone availability as
part of its Current Population Survey (CPS). which monitors demographic trends between the
decennial censuses. This survey is a staggered panel survey in which the people residing at
particular addresses are included in the survey for four consecutive months in one year and the
same four months in the following year. Use of the CPS has several advantages: it is conducted
every month by an independent and expert agency. the sample is large. and the questions are
consistent. Thus. changes in the results can be compared over time with a great deal of confidence.

Unfortunately. the results of the CPS cannot be directly compared with the penetration
figures contained in the 1980 and 1990 decennial censuses. This is due to differences in sampling
techniques and survey methodologies and because of differences in the context in which the
questions were asked. The 1990 decennial census reported 94.8% of all households in the United
States had telephones. whereas the CPS data showed a penetration rate of 93.3% for 1990. This
difference is statistically significant and appears to indicate that the CPS value may be on the low

This information was included in the FCC report. "Telephone Penetration by Income by
State." released March 30. 2000. That report contains information on the number of
households in each state as well as the percentages reported here.
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side and the decennial census value may be on the high side. with the most probable yalue lying
somewhere in between. In the 2000 decennial census the telephone question \\'a5 changed from
asking \vhether there was a telephone instrument to asking whether there was telephone sen'ice, ~

The specific questions asked in the CPS are: "Is there a telephone in this houseiapanment':"
and. if the answer to the first question is "no." this is followed up with. "Is there a telephone
elsewhere on which people in this household can be called?" If the answer to the first question is
"yes." the household is counted as having a telephone "in unit." If the answer to either the first or
second question is "yes." the household is counted as having a telephone "available." Although the
survey is conducted every month. not all questions are asked every month. The telephone questions
are asked once every four months. in the month that a household is first included in the sample and
in the month that the household reenters the sample a year later. Since the sample is staggered. the
reponed information for any given month actually reflects responses over the preceding four
months. Aggregated summaries of the responses are reponed to the Commission. based on the
surveys conducted through March. July. and November of each year. The CPS later provides the
Commission with the raw data files containing all the responses to all of the questions on the CPS
questionnaires in those months. 3

The Census Bureau data are based on a nationwide sample of about 48.000 households in
the 50 states and the District of Columbia. (The CPS does not cover outlying areas that are not
states. such as Puerto Rico. Guam~ the Virgin Islands. and the Northern Mariana Islands. Because a
sample is used. the estimates are subject to sampling error. For the nationwide totals. changes in
telephone penetration between consecutive reports of less than 0.4% may be due to sampling error
and cannot be regarded as statistically significant..j As explained below. when comparing the same
month in two consecutive years. changes of less than or equal to 0.3% are not statistically
significant. When comparing annual averages. changes of less than or equal to 0.2% are not
statistically significant. The annual averages are the average of the three surveys of the year in
question. For individual states or other subgroups of the U.S. population. the amount of sampling
variability is much greater. because the sample sizes are smaller. This will require larger changes to
yield statistical significance at the same confidence level.

Once a year. in March. the CPS augments its sample with about 2.500 additional Hispanic
households. and supplements its survey with additional questions. which include detailed
information about income.' In the July and November surveys. only broad income categories are

The type of service (e.g .. wireline or wireless) is not specified. The question only asks
whether the household has service which allows them to make and receive calls.

3 Tables 6.3.6.9. and 6.15 of this section are derived from these raw data files.

The determination of the statistical significance of a change over time is discussed below.
The critical value is dependent on the sizes of the samples from which the change is
computed and by the confidence level. which is 95%.

The responses from the additional Hispanic households are not included in Tables 6.4
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reponed. (These are the categories that appear in Table 6.5.)

The data in this section are not seasonally adjusted. Seasonal analysis of the data indicate:;
that. for the nation as a whole. there is no significant seasonal variation in these data.

Census Bureau figures for March 2000. the most recent data available. show that the
percentage of households subscribing to telephone service is 94.6%. which is up 0.6% from March
1999. This increase is statistically significant. As a result of this and an increasing number of
households. 1.1 million households were added to the nation's telephone system between March
1999 and March 2000. Household telephone subscribership in the United States reached an all­
time high in March 2000.

This section includes figures showing subscribership percentages by state. by householder's
age and race. by household size. by income. and for adult individuals by labor force status. The
March 2000 data show that 95.2~o of adult individuals in the civilian non-institutionalized
population have a telephone in their household. This figure is up 0.2% from the March 1999 level.
This increase is not statistically significant.

This section contains fifteen tables and nine chans presenting penetration statistics for
various geographic and demographic characteristics. The chans and the first three tables present
summaries of the available information. Tables 6.4 through 6.9 present more detailed information.
In Tables 6.4 through 6.8. only the annual averages are included for the years 1984 through 1996.
March. July. and November data for those years are available in Monitoring Repons in CC Docket
No. 87-339. Tables 6.10 through 6.15 provide information necessary to determine the statistical
significance of changes in the penetration rates over time.

Table 6.1 summarizes the telephone penetration for the United States. combining
information on the number of households with the penetration rates.

Chart 6.1 depicts the nationwide penetration rates for households graphically over time.

Table 6.2 summarizes the telephone penetration rates by state. showing the rates for
November 1983 and March 2000. the change between those two months. and an indication as to
whether the change is statistically significant. The statistical significance of a change is determined
not only by the magnitude of that change. but also by the sizes of the samples used to estimate the
change.

Many households that do not currently have service may be ones that formerly had
service but were disconnected for non-payment. Through December 1998. eighteen states had
implemented a policy where local telephone companies are prohibited from disconnecting their
consumers from the local telephone net\vork as long as the consumers pay the local portion of

through 6.8. but they are included in Table 6.9. Thus. in some cases. there may be small
discrepancies between the percentages in Table 6.4 and Table 6.9.
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their telephone bills. Such a policy is called a "do not disconnect"" (DND l policy. Local
telephone companies have traditionally hilled their customers for local service as well as for lon~

distance service provided by AT&T or other long distance companies, rvlost local telephone
companies continue to act as billing agents for long distance carriers. and many local telephone
companies bill for other services too. m.::luding enhanced sen'ices and pay-per-call services (900
and 976 numbers). Local telephone companies make excellent billing and collection agents for
three reasons: they send their customers a bill every month. their operating systems haw been
designed to collect for others. and the demand for local telephone sen'ice is wry strong.

If a local telephone company is unimpeded by a state DND policy. it can notity its
customers of its disconnection policy: either pay the phone bill in its entirety (iocal charges plus
long distance and other types of charges). or be disconnected from the network entirely. The
consumer might not be given the option of paying just the local charges. which would allow the
consumer to remain connected to the local network. If the local telephone company allowed the
consumer to remain connected to the local network. but blocked the consumer from making toll
calls. the consumer would still be able to make local and emergency calls. and receive long
distance calls. Some consumers cannot pay their entire phone bill and they get disconnected
from the network. even though they could pay their local telephone charges. 6

In states with a DND policy. consumers that pay the local portion of their bill- cannot be
disconnected from the local telephone network. The long distance or other companies with
unpaid charges can. of course. discontinue their services to those customers who do not pay for
those services. Typically the customer will enter an arrangement. such as toll blocking. to
prevent further use of the services unpaid for. until they are paid.

An earlier analysis of DND policies showed that the length of time the DND policy has
been in effect affects the penetration rate. s Table 6.3 compares penetration rates of states without

6 Some states have a "soft dialtone". which is a dialtone that allows people with
disconnected phone service to call 911. and to call the local telephone company so that
service can be re-established.

7 In some states with a do not disconnect policy. the local telephone company has
discretion on hm\' to apply any funds that the consumer remits. unless the consumer
specifies which portion of the bill is being paid. In such states. the local telephone
company may' decide to prorate any payment evenly across all charges. Upon finding
that the local telephone charges were not paid in full. the local telephone company may
then lawfully decide to disconnect that consumer. even though the consumer has sent the
local telephone company sufficient money to cover the local charges on the bill.

8 See Alonitoring Report. CC Docket No. 98-202. December 1999. section 6. In that
report. a regression model. taking into account various factors which affect telephone
subscribership. had a highly significant coefficient for the number of months the DND
policy was in effect.
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DND policies as of December 1998 with states that had them for less than five years and statc?~

that had them for more than five years. It shows that penetration increases between March 19~..f

and March 1999 have been greater for states that haw had DJ'.,""D policies in effect for more than
five years than for either of the other two groups. However. it also shows that the penetration
increases have been smaller for states that have had DND policies for less than five years than for
states with no DND policy. These findings indicate that a DND policy might not han? a
noticeable beneficial effect on penetration until it has been in effect for several years. We solicit
comments on these preliminary findings.

Chart 6.2 depicts the states \vith March 2000 penetration rates (as shown in Table 6.2) more
than I% below the national average. within I~o of the national average. or more than 1% above the
national average.

Chart 6.3 depicts changes in household penetration rates by state (as shown in Table 6.2)
between the November 1983 and March 2000 rates. States \vith statistically significant increases
are shown. along with other states with increases or decreases. There were no states with
statistically significant decreases.

Chart 6.4 depicts the relationship between telephone penetration and household income.
using March 2000 penetration rates. for all households. and for households headed by white. black.
and Hispanic persons. 9 It is based on data in Table 6.5.

Chart 6.5 depicts the relationship between telephone penetration and household size. using
March 2000 penetration rates. for all households. and for households headed by white. black. and
Hispanic persons. It is based on data in Table 6.6.

Chart 6.6 depicts the relationship between telephone penetration and householder's age.
using March 2000 penetration rates. for all households. and for households headed by white. black.
and Hispanic persons. It is based on data in Table 6.7.

Chart 6.7 depicts the relationship between telephone penetration and labor force status for
civilian non-institutionalized adults. using March 2000 penetration rates. for all adults. and for
white. black. and Hispanic adults. It is based on data in Table 6.8.

Chart 6.8 depicts the nationwide penetration rates for civilian non-institutionalized adults
graphically over time. It is also based on data in Table 6.8.

Chart 6.9 shows the telephone penetration rates in March of each year through 1999 for
each of five income categories for the total United States. It is based on data in Table 6.9. The

9 The CPS includes three racial categories: white. black. and other. Others. which include
Native Americans. Asians. and Pacific Islanders. are not reported separately because of
small sample sizes. but they are included in the totals. Hispanics are reported as an ethnic
group. and can be of any race.
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income categories (expressed in March 1984 dollars) are: $9.999 or less: SIO.000 - 519.999:
S20.000 - $29.999: $30.000 - $39.999: and S40.000 or more. These categories \\en~ chosen
because they are of approximately equal size. both in terms of income ranges and the number of
households in each category. As can be seen from the chart. most income categories han'
experienced increases in penetration over time. with the largest increases being in the !<mest
income categories. The changes between 1984 and 1997 are statistically significant for the t\\O
lowest income categories and for all households. but not for the three highest income categories. I,

Not all of the increases in the national total penetration rate can be explained by increases in real
income. because real income increases are reflected in the movement of households bet\\een
categories. Thus penetration changes within each income category represent changes holding real
income constant.

Table 6.4 shows the Current Population Survey responses for the United States and for each
state beginning with November 1983. Because the Current Population Survey began collecting this
data only in 1983. comparable values are not available prior to November 1983. For each of the
surveys. the column headed "Unit" indicates the percentage of households for which there is a
telephone in the housing unit. The column headed "Avail." indicates the percentage of households
which have telephone service available for inc0ming calls. either in the housing unit or elsewhere
(such as at work or at a neighbor's home).

Table 6.5 shows the nationwide penetration rates for households by income and the race of
the householder. It shows a strong relationship between income and penetration. Caution should
be used in comparing these figures over time. because these income levels are not adjusted for
inflation. Thus. the same nominal income level at two points in time will reflect different real
incomes in terms of purchasing power. Also. the income categories have changed over time due to
the changing value of the dollar. Consequently. when evaluating penetration changes by income
levels over time. Table 6.9 should be used.

Table 6.6 shows the nationwide penetration rates for households by the size of the
household and the race of the householder. It shows that penetration is higher for households of:2
to 5 people than it is for single-person households or those with 6 or more people.

Table 6.7 shows the nationwide penetration rates for households by the age and race of the
householder. It shows that the penetration rate is lowest for young and nonwhite households.

Table 6.8 shows the nationwide penetration rates for all persons that are at least 15 years old
in the civilian non-institutionalized population by their race and employment status. Since this
table is for individual adults rather than households. the total penetration rates are different from
those in the previous tables. It shows that penetration is lowest among the unemployed.

Table 6.9 shows the penetration rates for each of the income categories shown in Chart 6.9

10 See footnote 9 for the critical values for these significancetests.
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for each state for March of each year through 1998. The more detailed information from the \ larch
surveys makes it possible to adjust the income categories for inflation. The relatiw lewIs of the
March Consumer Price Index for all items (as reported in Table 7.4) were used to make the
inflation adjustment. Thus. for example. S10.000 in March 1984 dollars had the same purchasin~

power as S15.809 in March 1998 dollars. The precise current dollar values in each year are
reported at the end ofTable 6.9.

Tables 6.10 through 6.14 present the critical values at the 950,'0 confidence level for testing
the statistical significance of changes over time in the earlier tables. These critical values are
relevant because changes less than or equal to the values shown are likely to be due to sampling
error and thus cannot be regarded as demonstrating that a change in telephone penetration has
occurred. In some cases these critical values are very large because the sample sizes are very small
for these subcategories. rendering the estimated penetration rates unreliable. Because there is an
overlap of half of the sample from year to year. but no overlap in the sample between surveys that
are four months apart. annual changes are less subject to variations in sampling error.
Consequently. the critical values should be multiplied by 0.8 when making a comparison for the
same month in two consecutive years. When comparing the annual averages. the critical values
should be multiplied by 0.5774. since these averages are based on three surveys and hence have a
lower standard error. When comparing annual averages of two consecutive years. the critical
values should be multiplied by .46. taking into account both of the above factors.

Table 6.15 shows the sample sizes on which the estimates of Table 6.9 are based. The
sampling variability is inversely related to the square root of the sample size. The critical values for
individual income categories in Table 6.9 can therefore be estimated by taking the critical value for
the state "In Unit" total and multiplying it by the square root of the ratio of the sample size for the
state total to the sample size for the income category. In most cases the critical value for an
individual income category will be between two and three times the critical value for the state
total. I I In some cases these critical values are very large because the sample sizes are very small for
these subcategories. thereby rendering the estimated penetration rates unreliable. The values in
these tables have been revised substantially since our last report as a result of the first revision made
by CPS in their estimates of sampling variability since they began collecting the telephone
information.

11 For example. using this methodology to calculate critical values for comparing the 1984 and
1999 values for the United States Total. the critical values are 0.8% for the $9.999 or less.
the $10.000 - $19.999. and the $40.000 or more categories. 0.9% for the $20.000 - $29.999
categories. and 1.1 % for the $30.000 - $39.999 category. These compare with 0.4% for all
households.
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Table 6.1

Household Telephone Subscribership in the United States

Households Percentage Households Percentage
with with without without

Date Households Telephones Telephones Telephones Telephones
(millions) (millions) (millions)

November 1983 85.8 784 914% 7.4 8.6%
March 1984 86.0 78.9 91.8% 71 8.2%
JUly 1984 86.6 79.3 91.6% 7.3 8.4%
November 1984 87.4 79.9 914% 7.5 8.6%
March 1985 874 80.2 91.8% 7.2 8.2%
July 1985 88.2 81.0 91.8% 7.2 8.2%
November 1985 88.8 81.6 91.9% 7.2 8.1%
March 1986 89.0 82.1 92.2% 6.9 78%
July 1986 89.5 82.5 92.2% 7.0 7.8%
November 1986 89.9 83.1 92.4% 6.8 7.6%
March 1987 90.2 834 92.5% 6.8 7.5%
July 1987 90.7 83.7 92.3% 7.0 7.7%
November 1987 91.3 84.3 92.3% 7.0 7.7%
March 1988 91.8 85.3 92.9% 6.5 7.1%
July 1988 92.4 85.7 92.8% 6.7 7.2%
November 1988 92.6 85.7 92.5% 6.9 7.5%
March 1989 93.6 87.0 93.0% 6.6 7.0%
July 1989 93.8 87.5 93.3% 6.3 6.7%
November 1989 93.9 87.3 93.0% 6.6 7.0%
March 1990 94.2 87.9 93.3% 6.3 6.7%
JUly 1990 94.8 88.4 93.3% 64 6.7%
November 1990 94.7 884 93.3% 6.3 6.7%
March 1991 95.3 89.2 93.6% 6.1 6.4%
JUly 1991 95.5 89.1 93.3% 6.4 6.7%
November 1991 95.7 89.4 93.4% 6.3 6.6%
March 1992 96.6 90.7 93.9% 5.9 6.1%
July 1992 96.6 90.6 93.8% 6.0 6.2%
November 1992 97.0 91.0 93.8% 6.0 6.2%
March 1993 97.3 91.6 94.2% 5.7 5.8%
July 1993 97.9 92.2 94.2% 5.7 5.8%
November 1993 98.8 93.0 94.2% 5.8 5.8%
March 1994 98.1 92.1 93.9% 6.0 6.1%
July 1994 98.6 924 93.7% 6.2 6.3%
November 1994 99.8 93.7 93.8% 6.2 6.2%
March 1995 99.9 93.8 93.9% 6.1 6.1%
JUly 1995 100.0 94.0 94.0% 6.0 6.0%
November 1995 100.4 94.2 93.9% 6.2 6.1%
March 1996 100.6 944 93.8% 6.2 6.2%
July 1996 101.2 95.0 93.9% 6.1 6.1%
November 1996 101.3 95.1 93.9% 6.2 6.1%
March 1997 102.0 95.8 93.9% 6.2 6.1%
JUly 1997 102.3 96.1 93.9% 6.2 6.1%
November 1997 102.8 96.5 93.8% 6.3 6.2%
March 1998 103.4 974 94.1% 6.1 5.9%
July 1998 103.4 97.3 94.1% 6.1 5.9%
November 1998 104.1 98.0 94.2% 6.1 5.8%
March 1999 104.8 98.5 94.0% 6.3 6.0%
July 1999 105.1 99.2 94.4% 5.9 5.6%
November 1999 105.4 99.1 94.1% 6.3 5.9%
March 2000 105.3 99.6 94.6% 5.7 5.4%

Details may not appear to add to totals due to rounding.

6-8



Chart 6.1

Telephone Penetration
Households

A

A

•

A

••• •• •• •••••• •• •••••• •• •

AAA
A A A AA

4 444 4 4 4 444444 4
A AA

•••••••
••

AAA A
AA A A

A

••
•••• •• •

••••••

A
AAA

A A AAAA
A AA

•

96 '1--------------------------.,

95

92

Q)
c
o
.e
g- 94
Q)

l­
.e.......
.~

C 93
Q)
u
L...
Q)

a..

91
N83 J84 M85 N85 J86 M8? N87 J88 M89 N89 J90 M91 N91 J92 M93 N93 J94 M95 N95 J96 M97 N97 J98 M99 N99

M84 N84 J85 M86 N86 J87 M88 N88 J89 M90 N90 J91 M92 N92 J93 M94 N94 J95 M96 N96 J97 M98 N98 J99 MOO

Month (March, July, November)

• In Housing Unit A Available

6-9



Table 6.2

Telephone Penetration by State
(Percentage of Households with Telephone Service)

State November 1983 March 2000 Change

Alabama 87.9 % 91.2 % 3.3 %
Alaska 83.8 95.4 11.6
Arizona 88.8 94.8 6.1
Arkansas 88.2 90.1 1.9
California 91.7 95.6 3.9
Colorado 94.4 95.7 1.3
Connecticut 95.5 95.8 0.3
Delaware 95.0 97.2 2.2
District of Columbia 94.7 90.8 -3.9
Florida 85.5 92.2 6.7
Georgia 88.9 91.8 2.9
Hawaii 94.6 93.6 -1.0
Idaho 89.5 93.6 4.1
Illinois 95.0 93.0 -2.0
Indiana 90.3 95.7 5.4
Iowa 95.4 96.7 1.3
Kansas 94.9 94.6 -0.3
Kentucky 86.9 93.9 7.0
Louisiana 88.9 90.8 1.9
Maine 90.7 98.5 7.8
Maryland 96.3 96.3 0.0
Massachusetts 94.3 94.1 -0.2
Michigan 93.8 95.9 2.1
Minnesota 96.4 97.8 1.5
Mississippi 82.4 88.8 6.4
Missouri 92.1 95.7 3.6
Montana 92.8 95.1 2.3
Nebraska 94.0 97.8 3.8
Nevada 89.4 95.5 6.1
New Hampshire 95.0 98.1 3.2
New Jersey 94.1 94.6 0.5
New Mexico 85.3 92.2 6.9
New York 90.8 96.3 5.5
North Carolina 89.3 93.3 4.0
North Dakota 95.1 94.8 -0.3
Ohio 92.2 94.7 2.5
Oklahoma 91.5 90.5 -1.0
Oregon 91.2 94.0 2.8
Pennsylvania 95.1 97.4 2.3
Rhode Island 93.3 95.1 1.8
South Carolina 81.8 94.2 12.4
South Dakota 92.7 95.5 2.8
Tennessee 87.6 96.3 8.7
Texas 89.0 94.0 5.0
Utah 90.3 96.0 5.7
Vermont 927 95.6 2.9
Virginia 93.1 95.0 1.9
Washington 92.5 93.4 1.0
West Virginia 88.1 93.3 5.2
Wisconsin 94.8 94.1 -0.7
Wyoming 89.7 94.9 5.2

Total United States 91.4 94.6 3.2

. Increase is statistically significant at the 95% confidence level.

Differences may not appear to equal changes due to rounding.
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TABLE 63 - COMPARISON OF PENETRATION RATES FOR STATES WITH AND WITHOUT DO NOT DISCONNECT POLICIES

All Households Households with Incomes under $10,000 #

State March 1984 March 1999 Change March 1984 March 1999 Change

States With Do Not Disconnect Policies For At Least 5 Years

Delaware 95.5% 98.2% 2.7% 87.3% 972% 9.9% •

Hawaii 94.0% 95.8% 1.7% 761% 872% 11.1% •
Iowa 95.8% 96.2% 0.4% 89.7% 92.5% 2.8%
Minnesota 95.9% 95.7% -0.2% 85.2% 865% 1.3%
Montana 90.3% 95.6% 5.3% 79.6% 880% 8.4%
New York 91.4% 95.1% 3.7% • 78.4% 90.7% 12.3% •

North Dakota 93.9% 95.7% 1.9% 852% 89.3% 41%
Oregon 91.4% 95.1% 3.7% • 76.4% 878% 11.4% .
Pennsylvania 94.4% 96.9% 2.5% • 856% 923% 6.7% •

States With Do Not Disconnect Policies For Less Than 5 Years

Arizona
Colorado
Idaho
Massachusetts
Ohio
South Dakota
Utah
Washington
Wyoming

900%
94.6%
90.6%
95.7%
93.2%
93.0%
92.4%
92.9%
89.2%

91.7%
95.4%
93.3%
95.2%
95.6%
91.4%
95.6%
96.0%
95.0%

1.6%
0.8%
2.8%

-05%
2.4% •

-1.6%
3.2%
3.1%
5.7% •

736%
86.9%
78.4%
88.2%
81.0%
84.6%
81.5%
82.7%
74.2%

79.1%
895%
819%
902%
878%
738%
890%
83.1%
91 1%

56%
26%
3.5%
20%
68% •

-108% •
7.4%
0.3%

169% •

States Without Do Not Disconnect Policies

Alabama
Alaska
Arkansas
California
Connecticut
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Illinois
Indiana
Kansas
Kentucky

890%
85.9%
87.2%
92.6%
94.7%
95.9%
89.9%
85.9%
95.6%
920%
94.5%
87.1%

92.0%
94.8%
88.8%
94.6%
95.3%
92.4%
92.6%
92.5%
91.3%
93.8%
97.0%
93.4%

6 - 11

3.0%
8.9% •
1.6%
2.0% •
0.7%

-3.4%
2.7%
6.6% •

-4.3% •
1.7%
2.5% •
6.3% •

77.4%
615%
783%
82.9%
80.5%
92.5%
80.2%
69.1%
87.8%
80.4%
865%
721%

79.5%
868%
777%
892%
809%
88.4%
878%
787%
753%
833%
944%
81 1%

2.1%
253% •
-0.6%
63% •
04%

-41%
76% •
96%

-125% •
29%
79%, •

90%



TABLE 6.3 - COMPARISON OF PENETRATION RATES FOR STATES WITH AND WITHOUT DO NOT DISCONNECT POLICIES

All Households Households with Incomes under $10,000 #

State March 1984 March 1999 Change March 1984 March 1999 Change

States Without Do Not Disconnect Policies (cont.)

Louisiana 89.6% 90.6% 1.0% 80.9% 823% 1.4%
Maine 94.3% 97.6% 3.3% 83.1% 94.5% 11.4% •
Maryland 96.2% 97.0% 0.8% 870% 91.6% 4.5%
Michigan 93.3% 93.9% 0.7% 80.9% 835% 26%
Mississippi 81.9% 872% 5.2% • 71.3% 752% 3.9%
Missouri 92.2% 94.8% 2.6% 825% 827% 02%

Nebraska 96.6% 94.6% -2.0% 90.7% 85.1% -5.5%
Nevada 93.0% 92.5% -0.5% 78.4% 78.2% -0.2%
New Hampshire 94.8% 95.7% 0.9% 822% 902% 80%
New Jersey 936% 94.9% 1.3% 832% 88.9% 57% •
New Mexico 82.1% 86.7% 4.6% 618% 76.6% 148% •
North Carolina 89.0% 93.3% 4.4% • 735% 84.3% 10.8% •
Oklahoma 91.0% 90.8% -0.2% 81.9% 800% -1.9%
Rhode Island 94.0% 94.7% 0.7% 86.4% 85.8% -0.7%
South Carolina 851% 94.6% 9.5% • 66.1% 89.9% 237% •

Tennessee 87.1% 93.3% 6.3% '. 711% 833% 122% •

Texas 88.4% 92.1% 3.6% • 740% 831% 90% •

Vermont 91.5% 95.5% 4.0% 75.3% 890% 137% •
Virginia 932% 93.2% 0.0% 80.4% 79.5% -09%
West Virginia 87.3% 93.0% 5.8% • 75.7% 879% 122% •
Wisconsin 96.0% 96.3% 0.3% 88.4% 832% -53%

Total United States 91.8% 94.0% 2.1% • 80.1% 855% 55% •

States With Policies For At Least 5 Years 93.1(:-'0 95.8% 2.7% • 81.8% 906% 8.7% •

States With Policies For Less Than 5 Years 93.3% 94.9% 1.6% • 82.1% 861% 40% •

Total States Without Policies 91.2% 93.4% 2.1% • 79.2% 842% 49% •

# Income expressed in March 1984 dollars.

• Change is statistically significant at the 95% confidence level.

Changes may not appear to be the same as calculated differences due to rounding.
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Telephone Penetration by Income Level
March 2000
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cnart 6.5

Telephone Penetration by Household Size
March 2000

Telephone Penetration by Householder's Age
March 2000
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Chart 6.8

Telephone Penetration
Civilian Noninstitutionalized Adults
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CHART 6.9

TELEPHONE PENETRATION BY INCOME
ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME IN 1984 DOLLARS
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iASLE 6.4 - PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS WITH A TELEPHONE BY STATE

1983 1984 1985 1986
ANNUAL ANNUAL ANNUAL

NOVEMBER AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE
Unit Avail Unit Avail Unit Avail Unit Avail

'UNITED STATES 914 93.7 91.6 93.7 91.8 93.9 92.3 94.1

ALABAMA 87.9 90.2 884 90.5 89.1 91.0 887 90A
ALASKA 83.8 88.8 86.5 89.0 871 89.5 86A 889
ARIZONA 88.8 907 86.9 89A 873 896 894 90.9
ARKANSAS 88.2 914 86.6 90.6 85.9 899 864 904
CALIFORNIA 91.7 93.5 92.5 93.8 92.9 94.1 93.0 94.0
COLORADO 944 96.5 93.2 954 94.3 96.2 941 96.0
CONNECTICUT 95.5 984 95.5 97.0 96.2 97.6 97.0 97.9
DELAWARE 95.0 96.6 94.3 95.7 94.8 96.2 94.7 96.3
DIST OF COLUMBIA 947 95.6 94.9 96.3 93.6 95.2 92.2 94.0
FLORIDA 85.5 89.9 88.7 91.3 89.6 91.7 90.0 92.5
GEORGIA 88.9 92.1 86.2 891 87.6 89.7 884 91.0
HAWAII 94.6 96.4 93.5 94.9 93.0 95.0 92.2 944
IDAHO 89.5 92.2 90.7 91.7 91.8 93.1 91.5 93.1
ILLINOIS 95.0 95.9 94.2 95.8 93.7 95.3 93.6 95.2
INDIANA 90.3 93.5 91.6 93.6 92.3 94.7 92.2 94.3
IOWA 954 97.2 96.2 97.4 95.1 96.4 95.7 96.5
KANSAS 94.9 96.7 94.3 95.8 94.4 96.4 94.6 96.1
KENTUCKY 86.9 90.9 88.1 91.0 87.4 91.1 86.2 90.6
LOUISIANA 88.9 93.3 89.7 92.7 90.3 93.6 88.7 91.9
MAINE 90.7 93.1 93.4 95.3 94.0 95.6 93.4 95.4
MARYLAND 96.3 96.7 95.7 96.5 95.5 96.7 95.7 96.7
MASSACHUSETIS 94.3 95.9 95.9 96.9 95.2 96.3 96.4 97.1
MICHIGAN 93.8 94.9 92.8 94.5 92.9 94.2 934 94.5
MINNESOTA 964 97.5 95.8 97.1 96.4 97.4 96.2 97.2
MISSISSIPPI 82.4 89.1 824 87.5 80.9 87.6 80.1 87.3
MISSOURI 92.1 94.1 91.5 93.7 92.5 94.8 93.4 94.9
MONTANA 92.8 945 91.0 94.0 . 91.4 939 90.9 93.7
NEBRASKA 94.0 953 95.7 96.8 95.3 96.6 95.6 96.8
NEVADA 89.4 91.9 90.4 92.8 91.8 93.8 924 93.7
NEW HAMPSHIRE 95.0 969 94.3 95.8 93.2 94.6 94.0 95.0
NEW JERSEY 94.1 95.1 94.8 96.1 94.9 96.2 94.9 96.1
NEW MEXICO 85.3 90.9 82.0 87.0 84.1 88.2 85.1 89.1
NEW YORK 90.8 92.2 91.8 93.6 92.1 93.6 93.2 94.3
NORTH CAROLINA 89.3 92.9 88.3 91.9 89.4 924 90.2 92.5
NORTH DAKOTA 95.1 97.3 94.6 96.8 95.3 96.7 96.1 97.0
OHIO 92.2 93.9 92.4 94.4 92.2 94.5 93.1 944
OKLAHOMA 91.5 93.7 90.3 92.5 88.8 91.7 904 93.0
OREGON 91.2 93.5 90.6 92.3 90.3 92.1 92.7 94.3
PENNSYLVANIA 95.1 97.1 94.9 96.5 95.3 96.6 96.3 97.4
RHODE ISLAND 93.3 946 93.6 94.6 94.0 95.1 95.9 96.8
SOUTH CAROLINA 81.8 849 83.7 87.7 86.8 90.5 86.3 90.6
SOUTH DAKOTA 92.7 95.0 93.2 94.9 92.6 94.5 92.6 94.2
TENNESSEE 87.6 92.6 88.5 92.0 89.3 92.6 89.6 93.6
TEXAS 89.0 926 88.4 91.6 88.1 91.6 88.9 91.9
UTAH 90.3 92.2 92.5 94.2 93.9 95.1 93.0 93.9
VERMONT 92.7 94.3 92.3 94.0 92.9 94.1 93.8 95.6
VIRGINIA 93.1 94.7 93.1 95.1 91.7 93.8 92.1 94.1
WASHINGTON 92.5 93.7 93.0 94.4 94.7 96.2 94.6 96.3
WEST VIRGINIA 88.1 91 1 87.7 91.8 87.6 917 88.2 91.9
WISCONSIN 94.8 96.1 95.2 96.6 94.1 954 95.1 95.9
WYOMING 89.7 93.3 89.9 92.8 934 94.9 92.1 95.1

--- ---
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